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Claims 3-1 6 cuid 27o4 are pendinji in this appHcaiion. 
CUiims 27. 28. 3 1. and 32 have been ajiicndcd 
Claims 3-16 and 27-34 had been rejected. 

Claims 27, 28. and 32 have been changed, as suggested by Examiner, to correct 
minor editorial enors; no new matter has been added. 

Claim 31 had been rejected under 35 U.vS.C. §112, second paragraph. Applicant 
believes that the Claims as amended are novv in compliance with 35 U.S.C. §112. second 
paragraph. 

Claims 3, 5, 8. I ). 13. 15. 27, 28, and 34 had been rejected under 35 U-S.C 
§ 103(a) over the combination of Shi baia et al. (US 2002/0089664) ajid Park <IJS 
6.432,800). This rejection is re.spectfully traversed for the foliowing reasons. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Patent Office must meet the burden 
of establishing a prim<j facie case of obviousness. The Patent Office must meet the 
burden of esutblishing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in the cited 
publications, which must have a suggestion, teaching or motivation for one of ordijiary 
skill in the art lo modify a reference or combined references.' The cited publications 
should explicitly provide a reasonable expectation of success, determined ta>m the 
position of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made/ 

Shibata teaches that "invention acquires the image of the sample that has high 
contrast both in large and fine pattern parts by using an optical system for coaxial bright 
field epi-illumination, forming the optical image of the .sample with various imnsmission 
ratio of 0-th order diffracted light that is reflected regularly from the sample, and 



; in FL- t.cc\ 277 F.3d 1338. 61 U.S.P.(?.2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

' In rL- Fine, 5 t.J.S.P,0,2d 1596. 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Wilson. 165 li.S.P.O. ^91 496 (C.CP.A. ' 
1970); Amgen v. Chugai Pluirmaceiiticals Co.. 18 U.S.P.02d. 1016. 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 
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capturing the image by an image ^sensor. Further, ii is po.s.sible to set optical conditiorung 
automaiically and in a shoil time by delectin|i a plurality of optical images of the sample 
under various conditions for tlic transmission ratio of the 0-th order diffracted light, 
evaluating quality of the detected images, and determining the transmission ratio of the 0- 
ih order diffracted light showing the maximum defect detection sensiiiviiy" (abstract of 
Shibaui). 

The present invention as defmed by Claims 27 and 28 is patentable over Shibaia 
because ShibaUi does not disclose, (each or suggest **initiaH/ing in a learning phase an 
image Held of a canicra. wherein the image field of the camera is divided by way of an • 
iiiteractive control system into a plurality SAW image field segmenis in such a way that 
after a definable interval of acquired image fields a repetition of an identical allocation of 
imaged SAW image field segments occurs: allocating the logical SAW segments to 
image Held segments, in such a wiSy that as the camera travels over the wafer an identical 
allocation of logical SAW segjiietits lo image field segnients occurs at a defmable travel 
internal and image inlerval: moving the camera with the image flied relative to the wafer 
' and thereby acquiring a plurality of images wherein the plurality of images cover the 
entire wafer" as the present invention claims in Claims 27 and 28. 

There is no doubt that each SAW shows the same content (infonnation content), 
file whole surface of a wafer is covered with the SA Ws. A practicable method to analy/.e 
the surface of a wafer is compare images from different location of the wafer with each 
other in order to locate any defects. A camera, having a field of view (Image field) 
captures images of a portion of the v^afer surl'ace. The problem is to define the field of the 
camera in such a way that after several images the image content is identical. 

The field of view of the camera is smaller then a SAW. Therefore it makes sense 
lo divide the SAWs into a plurality of logical SAW segments. Examiner states that the 
disclosure on paragraph 0039, line 4 of Shibata is identical with the division each SAW 
in a plurality of logical SAW scgn)ents. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Paragraph 0039 
is dealing with the pattern density in the segments in order to achieve certain condhions 
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for ihe O-th order diflriiclion. The segnicjHatioii suggested by Shibata has nothing to do 
with the .segmcniatio]) in order to achieve the same image content after a cenain number 
or captured, image fields. 

Shibaia does not show the allocation ol' logical SAW-scgnicnts to the image Held 
segments. The section of Shibaia mentioned by the F^xaminer simply shows a DIE vvhich 
has a peripheral section (2al ), a memory section <2a3) and a logic section (2a2). Tlic 
allocation oF logical SAW-segments does not consider the individual layout of the DIE / 
SAW. The segmentation of the present invention h carried out with the goal to achieve 
after a specific number of images a repetition of the injage content. 

Paragraph 0.023 of Shibaia clearly states the adjacent chips are compared witli 
each other. This is not the case with the present invention. The present invention 
compares image field segments which have that same content. 

A person skilled in the an would not consider Shibata as the closest prior art, 
because Shibaia does not provide an efficteni method for the analysis of wafers that 
perfomis comparisons using optical images while taking into account, the fact that the 
size ol'ihe SAWs varies greatly depending on the stepper and the die sijr.e (design). In 
general, it cannot be assui^ied thai one SAW can be imaged with one camera image. 

Park teaches moving camera over a w-afcr but does noi disclose, teach or suggest 
moving camera "as the camera travels over the wafer an identical allocation of logical 
SAW segments to image field segments". For these reasons the combination of Shibata 
and Park doesn't teach all features of the present invention. 

Park does not provide any additional information vvhich would indtivate a skilled 
person to arrive at subject matter of the present invention. Park uses a method to inspect 
the circumference of a semiconductor wafer. A skilled person would noi consider Pitrk. 
since there is no generation of an image of the entire surface of a wafer. 

The above-presented argument siippons patentability of Claims 3. 5. 1 K 13, 1 5. 
27, 2tS, and 34 under 35 U.S.C. v5H)3(a) over the combination of Shibaia ei al. (US 
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2002/0089664) and Park (US 6.432,800), Allowance of the referenced Claims is 
rcspeci.l"ully solicited. 

Claim 4 had been rejecred under 35 U.vS.C § 1 03(a) over the combination of 
Shibaui and Park, and further in view of Kuwabara (US 6.643.394). Claims 6. 12. and 16 
had been rejected under 35 U-S,C. § 103(a) over ihe combination of Shibaia and F*ark. and' 
funhcr in view of Yonczawa (US 6,222.624). Claim 7 had been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) over ibe combination ufShibata and Park, and hulher in view of Bishop ei 
(US 5,1 19.434). Claim 9 had been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over ihe combination 
ofShibataand Park, and funher in view ofPark. Claims 10, 29, and 33 had been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over ihe combination ofShibata and Park, and iVirlher in view of 
Lin et al. (US 6.292:260). Claims 14 and 31 had been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
ov er the combination of Shibaia (ind Park, and further in view of Kiiwabara and 
Ramakrishna et al. (;'File Organisation...", ACM Transactions on Database Systems). 
Claims 30 and 32 had been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 105(a) over the combination of 
Shibaia and Parks and further in view of common kjiowledgc in the an a.s evidenced by 
Addlego (US 5.917.588). 

These rejections are re.specUully traversed for the following reasons. 

If an independent claim is nonobvioiis under 55 U.S.C. § 1 03, then any claim depending 
iherefrom i$ nonobvious: 

Claims 13 and 27 arc nonobvious. as explained above, therefore Claims 4. 6, 7. 9, 
10, 12. 14. 16. 29-33 depending on Claim 13 or 27 cire patentable under 35 U.S.C 
§ 1 03(a) and should be allowed. 

It is l>clicvcd that the present application is in condition for allowance. A Notice 
of Allowance is respectfully solicited in this case. Should any questions ai ise, the 
Examiner i.s encouraged to contact Ihe undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 
' In re Fine. 837 F.2d I07L 5 USP02d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 198S). 
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